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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION OF A TYPE-SPECIES 
FOR LE PI DO PA STIMPSON, 1858 
(see volume 19, pages 125-128) 

By Fenner A. Chace, Jr. ( Smithsotiian Institution, Washington, D.C ., U.S.A.) 

This is one of the few applications requesting the use of the plenary powers of 
the International Commission that I can support wholeheartedly. There is little 
doubt that Stimpson misidentified the animal selected as the type-species of 
Lepidopa, and strict application of the Code would not only complicate the 
nomenclature of an important crustacean genus but it would alter the intent of the 
author of that genus. 

I also concur fully with the decision to accept the principle of priority as far 
as the name Thia scutellata is concerned. Such respect for this basic principle is 
to be highly commended, especially when it is displayed by one of those who have 
sometimes sought to suppress its effect on the validity of familiar names. 


By Janet Haig {Allan Hancock Foundation, University of Southern 
California, Los Angeles , Calif., U.S.A.) 

I wish to register my support of this proposal. I feel that it would be better 
in this particular case for the Commission to use their plenary powers, rather than 
to apply the Code strictly and thereby go against the obvious intent of Stimpson 
to attach the name Lepidopa to the anomuran genus for which it is universally used. 


CCttEUENT ON THE PROPOSED SUPPRESSION OF DENDRASPIS 
FITZINGER, 1843. Z.N.(S.) 1500 
(see volume 19, pages 189-190) 

By Hobart M. Smith {Department of Zoology and Museum of Natural History, 
University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois, U.S.A.) 

There is no question that great confusion in nomenclature would result if 
Dendraspis Fitzinger, 1843, were to be accepted on the grounds of priority, with the 
type-species originally designated, thus making it the valid name for the genus 
containing the king cobra. Dendroaspis is well fixed at present as the name for the 
mambas, and Ophiophagus for the king cobras ; only perpetuation of these universally- 
understood names can result from approval of the proposal. Failure to suppress 
Dendraspis Fitzinger, 1843, would in no way contribute to stability of nomen¬ 
clature ; on the contrary it would result in nomenclatural chaos. Approval of the 
proposal is strongly recommended. 


